
under the Act. ,,64 Indeed, the Commission found that even if there would in some specific cases 

be plausible grounds for regulating some enhanced services, the benefits of "regulating only 

[basic services] far outweigh any regulatory scheme that attempts to regulate some enhanced 

services and not others. ,,65 

The regulation sought by Petitioners would distort the market and potentially stymie its 

growth, forcing providers to respond to regulatory mandates reflecting a view of the market and 

of the relevant technology that is fixed in time, rather than being able to respond to ever-

changing consumer needs. The Commission should reject such an outcome because it would 

serve neither consumers nor competition. 

CONCLUSION 

For the reasons described above, the Commission should deny the Petition in full. 

Respectfully submitted, 
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By: 'L/'--  -'-_~__ -
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March 14, 2008 Attorneys for T-Mobile USA, Inc. 

64 Computer II Order, 77 F.C.C.2d at 428 1114.
 

65Id at 428-29 1115. See also id at 422-23 11 100-01 (stating that the basic/enhanced distinction
 
"remove[d] the threat of regulation from markets which were unheard of in 1934 and bear none of the
 
important characteristics justifying the imposition of economic regulation by an administrative agency").
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